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Attitudes toward Transracial Adoption, or TRA (i.e., White individuals adopting a 
child of a different race than their own) have been largely positive in a few experimental 
studies conducted, with only one study (Tinkler & Horne, 2011) employing an implicit 
measure, the Implicit Association Task (IAT). The current study has focused on assessing 
attitudes toward TRA families with Black versus Asian children using both explicit and 
implicit (the IAT) measures of bias. In addition, religiosity was tested as a moderator of 
the attitudes toward TRA adoption. It was found that individuals had much more 
supportive attitudes toward transracial families on the explicit measures compared to the 
implicit measure. Additionally, on the IAT, individuals showed a pro-White family bias. 
For religiosity, it was found that those who were more extrinsically religious had a 
greater preference toward supporting same-race families, while those who were more 
intrinsically religious showed more support for TRA adoption practices, but only in the 
Black Child condition, measured by the IAT. Implications of such findings are discussed 
in the context of the current adoption practices.  
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CHAPTER I - MEASURING IMPLICIT AND EXPLICIT ATTITUDES TOWARD 
TRANSRACIAL ADOPTION 
Transracial Adoption, or TRA, can be described as the “the practice of placing 
children with adoptive parents of a different race than their own” (Goss, 2012, p. 12). 
Since its beginnings, transracial adoption has typically been practiced in the form of 
White parents adopting racial minority children, which  is still a much-debated and 
controversial practice (Carter-Black, 2002; Hollinsworth, 2000a; Langrehr, 2014; Lee, 
Crolley-Simic, & Vonk, 2013). Much of the debate has revolved around the adoption of 
Black children by White parents and the capacity of White families to provide Black 
children with appropriate racial and cultural socialization (Carter-Black, 2002; Fenster, 
2002, 2005; Lee et al., 2013). While some studies have examined general attitudes 
toward transracial adoption (e.g., Hollingsworth, 2000b; Howard, Royse, & Skerl, 1977; 
Katz & Doyle, 2013; Whatley et al., 2003) and their predictors such as racial and ethnic 
socialization, adoption stigma, and religiosity (e.g., Langrehr, 2014; Morgan & Langrehr, 
2018; Perry, 2016; Perry & Whitehead, 2015), they are relatively scarce in the literature 
(for review, see Fenster, 2005). This current study seeks to fill in this gap. Specifically, 
this study investigates attitudes toward TRA (a) in situations when an adopted child is 
either Black or Asian; (b) using both explicit and implicit measures; as well as (c) testing 
intrinsic/extrinsic/questing religiosity and spirituality as potential moderators of such 
attitudes. 
In this introduction, I will first briefly discuss the background for this study, 
reviewing the history behind transracial adoption and factors that influence adoption-
seeking by parents pre-adoption. I will then review some of the literature on attitudes 
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toward TRA. Finally, I will introduce various measures of attitudes and discuss what role 
religiosity has played in attitudes toward transracial adoption.  
Brief History of TRA 
Beginning in the 1950’s, America saw a rise in international adoptions as a result 
of the vast number of refugee children impacted by the Korean and Vietnam wars 
(Carter-Black, 2002; Lee, Crolley-Simic, & Vonk, 2013; Silverman, 1993). During the 
1960’s adoption from these countries had mostly declined and instead was replaced by 
White families adopting Black children, which continued at steady rates until 1972 when 
the National Association of Black Social Workers (NABSW) began to speak out about 
the consequences of placing Black children in White homes (Carter-Black, 2002; Fenster, 
2002; Silverman, 1993). Around this same time, the availability of White infants for 
adoption decreased due to factors such as women delaying pregnancy and childbirth to 
focus on careers, the legalization of abortion, and families deciding to have smaller 
numbers of children (Jacobson, Nielsen, & Hardeman, 2012). As a result of this decline 
in White infants, the number of Black infants being adopted by White families rose 
significantly  from 1967 to 1972, leading the NABSW to release a statement directly 
opposing the practice of Transracial Adoption, stating that it was detrimental to the racial 
and cultural identity of Black children (Carter-Black, 2002).  
This new statement caused transracial adoptions of Black children by White 
families to come to a standstill as adoption agencies and social workers sided with the 
NABSW until their argument was challenged during the 1980s (Fenster, 2002; Lee, 
Crolley-Simic, & Vonk, 2013). Criticism of the single ethnic adoption bias led to the 
1994 Multiethnic Placement Act (MEPA), along with the Interethnic Adoption 
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Provisions Act (IEPA) in 1996, which made it illegal for federally-funded adoption 
agencies to delay transracial adoptions by waiting for racially-matched families (Fenster, 
2002). Additionally, the Indian Child Welfare Act (1978) prohibited adoptive parents 
who were non-Native American (unless under special circumstances) from adopting 
Native American children to preserve Native American families (Ishizawa et al., 2006; 
Silverman, 1996). These new policies led to another rise in transracial adoptions and the 
practice began to increase once again after it had virtually ceased for a number of years 
(Fenster, 2002). 
Adoption Seeking  
There are numerous reasons as to why and which child individuals seek to adopt. 
Some of the major reasons for adoption are issues with fertility, childlessness, and the 
death of a child or children (Hollingsworth, 2000a). When it comes to adopting 
internationally, or transracially, the majority of adoptive parents are White, educated, of 
middle-to-high socioeconomic status, while non-white adoptive parents typically choose 
to adopt within their own race (Ishizawa et al., 2006; Jacobson, Nielsen, & Hardeman, 
2012; Raleigh, 2012). Although most White couples seek to adopt White infants to keep 
their family racially uniform, many end up adopting internationally because the process 
of adopting White infants has become considerably more difficult (Hollingsworth, 2000a; 
Ishizawa & Kubo, 2008; Goldberg, 2009; Jacobson, Nielsen, & Hardeman, 2012; Katz & 
Doyle, 2013). Same-sex couples (28.16%) and single individuals (35.5%) adopt 
transracially more often  than heterosexual, married couples  (17.71%) as adopting 
transracially is sometimes their only option, since heterosexual, married couples are more 
often preferred by most adoption agencies (Goldberg, 2009; Raleigh, 2012). Additionally, 
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these groups typically seek to adopt children who also have a marginalized status in 
society, based on the belief that they will be better equipped to handle the unique 
challenges that such children face (Goldberg, 2009). 
Public Attitudes  
In general, individuals are typically split in their attitudes toward transracial 
adoption, with most giving it full support, some firmly opposing it, and others falling 
somewhere in the middle (Hollingsworth, 2000b; Howard, Royse, & Skerl, 1977). In one 
study, Hollingsworth (2000b) found that a majority of respondents (71%) approved of 
TRA, with African-American men (85%), never-married respondents (83.1%), and 
younger respondents (82.4%) approving the practice the most. African-American women, 
however, were the least likely to support it (57%), as well as respondents who were older 
(50%), less educated (62.3%), and currently unemployed (63.3%) (Hollingsworth, 
2000b). In another study that recruited members from the Black community, Howard, 
Royse, and Skerl (1977) found that over half of the respondents (56.7%) showed an 
“open” attitude toward TRA, while a much smaller percentage (6.7%) had “most 
unfavorable” responses. Although some respondents believed that White parents were 
incapable of raising a Black child and that child would lose part of their identity by 
growing up in a White home, the majority believed this option was better than to have 
children remain in the foster care system. In a similar study by Simon (1987), responses 
were split almost halfway, with 45% of respondents stating that it was better for a child to 
be adopted by White parents than to wait in the system, while the rest stated that these 
children would lose their racial identity (26%) and that White parents were not equipped 
to raise them properly (16%). 
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In college-age samples, Whatley et al., (2003) found that female students were 
more supportive of TRA than male students, that those who dated interracially had more 
supportive responses, and those who were simply open to the idea of interracial dating 
held more favorable attitudes toward TRA. In a study with South African students, Moos 
and Mwaba (2007) found that the vast majority supported TRA (87%), did not believe a 
Black child would lose their racial or cultural identity growing up in a White home 
(96%), and believed that the practice could even be beneficial for more harmonious race 
relations in South Africa (88%). Using an experimental method to measure students’ 
attitudes toward TRA, Katz and Doyle (2013) randomly assigned them to two different 
conditions: one where they would observe a picture of an all-White, same race family, 
and the other where they would observe a transracial family. Students who viewed the 
transracial family photo reported unfavorable attitudes toward adoption in general and 
reported experiencing more negative emotions than those viewing the same-race family 
photo (2013).  
While these studies shed light on the wide spectrum of attitudes toward TRA, 
such studies are still scarce in the literature. In addition, trying to measure attitudes using 
a true experimental design such as Katz and Doyle (2013) is even more rare. In this 
study, I have attempted to extend on the topic of attitudes toward TRA by utilizing an 
experimental design much like Katz and Doyle’s (2013) study. However, unlike their 
study, which employed only explicit attitudinal measures, I have employed both explicit 
(i.e., self-report questionnaires) and implicit (i.e., indirect computerized assessment 
employing response-time latencies) measures examining attitudes toward TRA 
(Gawronski & Hahn, 2019). 
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Social Worker Perspectives  
Since social workers are typically at the forefront of adoption policy and 
implementation (Fenster, 2002), their attitudes on the subject of transracial adoption and 
adoption policies have been some of the most prevalent in the TRA debate. In one 
interview study of all-Black social workers, many reported that the Multiethnic 
Placement Act (1994) and Interethnic Adoption Provision (1996) policies were 
disadvantageous to both Black families and children of color who are being adopted by 
White families, and that adoption agencies were not trying hard enough to racially match 
children of color (Carter-Black, 2000). They agreed, however, that a White family could 
raise a Black child if they received the proper training and education, and that this would 
be better than letting a child continue to suffer in the foster care system. Fenster (2002; 
2005) found that Black social workers showed less support for TRA than White social 
workers, and that members specifically belonging to the NABSW showed the lowest 
support compared to White and Black social workers not in the NABSW.  
Examining the attitudes of social work students, one study found that respondents 
showed overall support for transracial adoption; however, racial minority students in the 
sample showed less support for the practice than White students (Lee, Crolley-Simic, & 
Vonk, 2013). Racial minority students have also been more supportive of adoptive 
children being placed with a racially/ethnically matched family as opposed to a 
transracial family than White students (Kirton, 1999). Furthermore, students who had 
personal experience with adoption in their own lives (i.e., having a family member who 
was adopted) showed more supportive attitudes toward TRA, as well as if they had a 
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friend who was a different race/ethnicity, or if they had dated someone who was a 
different race/ethnicity (Lee, Crolley-Simic, & Vonk, 2013). 
Religion and TRA 
There are several factors that have been found to influence individuals’ attitudes 
toward TRA, including religious commitment. Allport and Ross (1967) argued that there 
are two central types of religiosity: intrinsic and extrinsic, with the former resulting in 
less prejudicial attitudes as well as a more internalized religious lifestyle, and the latter 
resulting in increased prejudice and using religion as a means to an end. Perry (2015; 
2016) discovered that those who reported being more deeply committed to their faith also 
reported more favorable attitudes toward TRA. However, he also determined that 
religious affiliation alone does not result in more favorable attitudes, as unaffiliated 
respondents actually showed more support for TRA than evangelicals. Perry (2010) 
found the same results in another study, where, while over 82% of respondents showed 
support for TRA, protestants were the least likely to endorse it while Catholics and 
unaffiliated respondents were the most likely. This study also confirmed that those who 
reported greater religiosity also reported more approving attitudes toward TRA (2010). 
Being a member of a multiracial church also has been shown to impact White 
individuals’ attitudes toward TRA. Perry (2011) found that those who attended a highly 
multiracial/multiethnic church were more likely to support TRA, while those who 
attended a highly monoracial church were much less likely to support it.  
Similar to these studies, the current study has sought to examine how religiosity 
affects attitudes toward TRA. Since it has been found that religious commitment, not 
necessarily affiliation, has been shown to impact racial attitudes (Perry & Whitehead, 
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2015), I have measured support for TRA using intrinsic/extrinsic religiosity as a 
moderator.  
TRA and Implicit Attitudes 
Attitudes can be defined as “favorable or unfavorable dispositions toward social 
objects such as people, places, and policies” (Greenwald & Banaji, 1995, p. 7) and can be 
measured either explicitly or implicitly. Explicit measures typically capture conscious 
attitudes using direct, self-report questionnaires; in contrast, implicit measures capture 
indirect attitudes that are thought to be unconscious and can be measured by assessing 
response times latencies (for review, see DeHouwer et al., 2009; Fazio & Olson, 2003; 
Gawronski & Hahn, 2019). Because responses on explicit measures are prone to social 
desirability bias and since individuals may not always have access to certain attitudes, 
various implicit measures were developed to reduce these issues and examine attitudes 
indirectly instead (Bohner & Dickel, 2011). One of the most popular implicit measures is 
the Implicit Association Task (IAT) (Greenwald, McGhee, & Schwartz, 1998; 
Greenwald, Nosek, & Banaji, 2003). For example, in the IAT studies on racial prejudice, 
targets such as Black and White-associated names are paired with either positive or 
negatively-valanced attribute words. Individuals who have a strong implicit bias toward 
Whites show faster response times and greater accuracy when responding on trials 
pairing White-associated target names with positively valanced attribute words than on 
trials pairing Black-associated names and positively-valanced words (DeHouwer et al., 
2009; Greenwald, McGhee, & Schwartz, 1998; McConnel & Leibold, 2001). 
Analogously, they show faster response rates and greater accuracy on trials pairing 
Black-associated names and negatively valanced words than White-associated names and 
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negatively valanced words. Attitudes such as these may not be readily assessed with 
explicit measures for individuals who wish to appear racially tolerant, but can potentially 
be activated using implicit measures (Greenwald, McGhee, & Schwartz, 1998).  
The first study to use the IAT in the context of measuring attitudes toward TRA 
was conducted by Tinkler and Horne (2011). They placed participants in one of two IAT 
conditions: one that included all-White families and transracial families, and the second 
that included all-Black families and transracial families (both transracial conditions 
included stimuli where a Black infant had been adopted by White parents). Respondents 
had an overwhelmingly more positive response to the all-White family stimuli than the 
transracial families; however, there was no significant difference between the all-Black 
families and the transracial families (Tinkler & Horne, 2011). Similar to how Tinkler and 
Horne utilized the IAT to measure participants’ attitudes toward TRA, the current study 
has drawn off of the methodology of their study in order to measure implicit attitudes 
toward TRA. However, instead of replicating these conditions of transracial families with 
only Black children, I have utilized images of both Black and Asian children in two 
transracial conditions, contrasting both TRA families with all-White families.  
The choice to focus on Black and Asian children in this study is grounded in the 
fact that these populations are typically stigmatized in a number of domains throughout 
their lives. For many decades, people of color, as well as Asian individuals have been 
subject to various forms of discrimination, negative attitudes, and racial inequality 
(Pearson, Dovido, & Gaetner, 2009; Quiroz, 2007). Children from these populations are 
no exception to these forms of treatment, and those who are adopted from these 
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populations are not only stigmatized as a result of their minority status, but also for their 
adoptive status (Raleigh, 2012; Vashchenko, D’Aleo, & Pinderhughes, 2012).  
For example, children of color frequently experience instances of racism in their 
adoptive families, whether that be overt racism, colorblind attitudes from parents and 
other individuals, or being told to “get along” with the White majority when racism does 
occur (Smith, Juarez, & Jacobs, 2011). Children adopted from Asian countries also 
experience racism, as they are often characterized as a “model minority,” are stereotyped 
as submissive and highly intelligent, and are falsely thought to not experience racism 
based on their “honorary White” status (Chang, Feldman, & Easley, 2017; Chen, 
Lamborn, & Lu, 2017; Quiroz, 2007; Raleigh, 2012; Vashchenko, D’Aleo, & 
Pinderhughes, 2012). The current study has sought to examine attitudes toward these 
populations of adopted children not only because of the discriminatory behavior they 
often experience, but because of the frequency with which children from African and 
Asian countries are adopted in the U.S. According to the U.S. Department of State 
(2019), countries such as China and Ethiopia fall within several of the most popular 
countries from which US individuals typically adopt.  
The Current Study 
Adopted children and their families have frequently been met with unsupportive 
attitudes and behaviors, as reviewed above. This current study has sought to continue 
examining the prevalence of such attitudes, as these perceptions have harmful 
consequences for both the families and children involved, as well as the practice of 
adoption, itself. A limited number of studies have been conducted on general attitudes 
toward transracial adoption, and most of them have sought to capture explicit attitudes 
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through the use of questionnaires. To my knowledge, only one study has attempted to use 
explicit and implicit measures of attitudes toward TRA using an experimental design 
(Tinkler & Horne, 2011). Since research in this area is still quite scarce, this study seeks 
to extend on literature that has employed explicit measures to assess attitudes toward 
TRA in general, as well as contrast those attitudes with those assessed with implicit 
measures such as the IAT.  
To do this, I have conducted an experimental study in which I randomly assigned 
participants to two conditions where they were presented with one of two versions of a 
race IAT: in one condition they viewed pictures of a transracial family (i.e., White 
parents who have adopted a Black child) versus pictures of an all-White family, and in 
the other condition, participants viewed pictures of a transracial family (i.e., White 
parents who have adopted an Asian child) versus pictures of an all-White family. 
Participants were also given five different explicit attitude measures asking how they feel 
about transracial adoption and how much they like specific families, using the same 
pictures as in the IAT, as well as a religiosity measure which assessed intrinsic vs 
extrinsic religiosity, and a spirituality measure. Based on what has been found in previous 
literature (Allport & Ross, 1967; Greenwald, McGhee, & Schwartz, 1998; Tinkler & 
Horne, 2011; Perry, 2010; Perry & Whitehead, 2015), the following hypotheses were 
proposed: 
Hypothesis 1a: Individuals’ attitudes assessed with explicit measures toward TRA 
would be more supportive than those assessed with the IAT.  
Hypothesis 1b: Attitudes assessed with implicit and explicit measures would be 
only moderately related.  
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Hypothesis 2a: Individuals would show more pro-White family bias overall when 
attitudes are assessed with the IAT, as indicated by the D-IAT score.  
Hypothesis 3: Individuals would show more support for TRA on both explicit and 
implicit measures if they report being more intrinsically religious, and show less support 
on both measures if they report more extrinsic religiosity. I also tested for a potential 
interaction between intrinsic and extrinsic religiosity for both explicit and implicit 
measures. In addition, the IAT condition, extrinsic and intrinsic religiosity and their 





CHAPTER II – METHOD  
Participants 
According to the G*Power computations (Faul, Erdfelder, Lang, & Buchner, 
2007; Faul, Erdfelder, Buchner, & Lang, 2009), a one-tailed t-test with a power of .95, α 
= .05 and effect size of .3 would require a sample size of 111 participants. If both 
intrinsic and extrinsic religiosity and their interaction (3 predictors total) are entered in a 
linear regression model with a power of .95, α = .05 and effect size of .15, G*Power 
estimated that a sample of 119 participants would be needed. Entering an additional 
predictor in the model would increase the sample estimate to 129 participants.  For this 
study, 282 participants were initially recruited from both USM’s SONA subject pool (n = 
119) and Amazon’s Mechanical Turk (n = 163) to account for attrition and incomplete 
data. During the data cleaning process, cases were deleted for (a) failing attention checks, 
(b) exiting out of the study before it was fully complete, and for (c) having response 
times greater than 10,000 msec. on all trials or less than 300 msec. on more than 10% of 
trials while completing the IAT, as determined by the Shiny App algorithm, available at 
http://iatgen.org/ (Carpenter et al., in press), based on the Greenwald’s et al., (2003) IAT 
scoring procedures. After cleaning the data, the final sample was comprised of 162 
participants (64.8% female and 35.2% male), 83 (51.2%) recruited from SONA and 79 
(48.8%) recruited form MTurk. Age of participants ranged from 18-70 years old (M = 
31.75, SD = 13.3), with one participant choosing not to report their age. For 
race/ethnicity, 64.2% of participants reported being White, 27.2% reported being 
Black/African American, 3.1% reported being Hispanic, 3.1% reported being Asian, 
0.6% reported being Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander, and 1.9% reported being 
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multiracial. Regarding education level, 34.6% reported having a High School Diploma or 
GED, 25.9% reported having their Associate’s Degree, 30.9% reported having a 
Bachelor’s Degree, and 8% reported having a Post-Graduate/Professional degree. One 
participant chose not to report their level of education. Other demographic characteristics 
of participants are reported in Table 1 
Demographic Differences between SONA and MTurk Samples 
In the MTurk sample, there were more males (53.2%) than females (46.8%), 
while in the SONA sample, there were more females (81.9%) than males (18.1%). The 
age of MTurk participants ranged from 23 to 70 years old (M = 39.91, SD = 12.36) while 
SONA’s participants ranged from 18 to 56 years of age (M = 24.07, SD = 8.86). There 
were more White (78.5%) participants in the MTurk sample than Black/African 
American (11.4%), compared to the SONA sample that was comprised of 50.6% of 
White participants and 42.2% of Black/African American participants. MTurk 
participants also had greater levels of higher education, including bachelor’s degrees and 
post-graduate degrees (53.2% had a Bachelor’s degree and 16.5% had post-graduate 
degrees)  compared to SONA participants, who had mostly High School 
Diplomas/GED’s and Associate’s degrees (51.8% had HS diplomas/GED’s and 37.3% 
had Associate’s degrees). MTurk participants were also less religious (50% reported 
identifying with a certain religion) compared to SONA participants (70% identified with 
a certain religion). There was a greater number of parents (60.8%) than non-parents 
(39.2%) in the MTurk sample compared to the SONA sample of parents (12.0%) and 
non-parents (86.7%). SONA individuals, however, were more likely to report they would 
parent in the future (91.6%) compared to MTurk participants (6.3%). The number of 
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individuals who had adopted a child was quite low among both samples: MTurk (6.3%) 
and SONA (2.4%). SONA participants, however, were more likely to report that they 
would consider adoption in the future (90.4%) compared to MTurk participants (45.6%). 
The number of participants who had been adopted from both samples was quite small and 
almost even: MTurk (7.6%), SONA (6.0%). MTurk participants had more experience 
with adoption (16.5%) compared to SONA participants (13.3%). Having a positive 
experience with adoption was also quite low for the two groups: MTurk (21.5%), SONA 
(22.9%). Finally, SONA participants had more indirect experience with adoption through 
family members (37.3%), compared to MTurk participants (24.1%).  
Materials 
This study was pre-registered on the Open Science Framework (registration 
https//doi.org/ 10.17605/OSF.IO/7NJH2). The materials used for this study included the 
Implicit Association Task (IAT) with pictorial stimuli of families (see Appendix A), 
explicit questionnaire measures assessing attitudes toward adoption (including an explicit 
liking task assessing attitudes toward specific families, pictures of which were employed 
in the IAT, (as depicted in Appendix A), a religiosity measure which examined intrinsic 
and extrinsic religiosity, a spirituality measure, and a demographics questionnaire. 
The IAT 
The implicit association task (IAT) presented pictorial stimuli which featured 
three types of family photos (see Appendix A): photos including a transracial family with 
White parents who have adopted a Black child, a transracial family with White parents 
who have adopted an Asian child, and finally, an all-White family. The IAT was utilized 
using the IATGen  method (Carpenter et al., in press) , as well as the Shiny Web App 
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builder (https://iatgen.wordpress.com/; https://www.shinyapps.io/), which was 
programmed and delivered through the survey builder, Qualtrics. There were two 
between-subjects IAT conditions in this study – one that featured an all-White family 
versus a transracial family with a Black infant (the Black infant condition), and the 
second featured an all-White family versus a transracial family with an Asian infant (the 
Asian infant condition). Both IAT conditions consisted of 7 blocks where participants 
completed various trials categorizing different stimuli (both types of family photos and 
pleasant-unpleasant words) into their appropriate categories during congruent and 
incongruent blocks. Stimuli displayed during the various blocks were counterbalanced for 
participants in each condition. 
Explicit Attitudinal Measures 
The explicit attitude measures used in this study included a liking task, where 
participants viewed pictures of all-White and transracial families matched to their 
respective IAT conditions (i.e., the Black infant or Asian infant conditions), and indicated 
how much they like each family on a scale from 1 “Not at all” to 5 “Very much”. They 
were also asked to rate the attractiveness of each family on a scale from 1 “Not at all” to 
5 “Very Much”, as well as asked how likely they would be to recommend each family to 
be models in a catalogue on a scale from 1 “Not at all” to 5 “Very much” (see Appendix 
B). Explicit measures also included the 15-item Attitudes Toward Transracial Adoption 
Scale1 (Whatley, 2002) with one item removed due to a researcher’s error, and all answer 
 
1 Item #5 from the Attitudes Toward Transracial Adoption Scale: “I believe that adopting parents 
should adopt a child within their own race,” was unintentionally omitted due to researcher error 




choices employing a 5 point response scale form 1 “Strongly Disagree” to 5 “Strongly 
Agree” (see Appendix C). In addition, the 16-item Race-Matching Scale by Kirton (1999) 
was used. It measures the extent to which participants agree with racial matching in 
adoption on a 5 point scale from “Strongly Disagree” to “Strongly  Agree.” This scale 
was adapted to match both of the IAT conditions by including questions about either 
transracial families with Black children in one condition and transracial families with 
Asian children in the other condition. It was also adapted for this study’s purposes in that 
the anchor points were swapped to match the rest of the questionnaire anchors (see 
Appendices D and E).  
Religiosity Measures 
The religiosity measures included the I/E-Revised and Single-Item Scales by 
Gorsuch and McPherson (1989) to test intrinsic and extrinsic religiosity (see Appendix 
F). Six of the items contained intrinsic statements, while the other 8 items included 
extrinsic statements. Three of the items (#3, #10, and #14) are reverse-scored. Items 
included statements such as: “I try hard to live all my life according to my religious 
beliefs” (intrinsic), “I go to church mostly to spend time with my friends” (extrinsic), and 
“Although I am religious, I don’t let it affect my daily life” (intrinsic reverse-scored). 
Additionally, Baston’s (1991) 12 item Revised Quest Scale (amended from the original 
6-item scale) was used to measure individuals’ spiritual orientation (see Appendix G). 
Two items (#7 and #11) were reverse-scored. Items from this scale included statements 
such as: “I was not very interested in religion until I began to ask questions about the 
meaning and purpose of my life,” “Questions are far more central to my religious 
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experience than are answers,” and “There are many religious issues on which my views 
are still changing.” 
Demographics Measures 
A demographics questionnaire included questions regarding gender, age, 
race/ethnicity, education, and religious affiliation, as well as questions about whether 
participants have parented a child, would consider parenting a child in the future, and if 
they have adopted a child or children/have been adopted themselves/if they would 
consider adopting a child in the future. Participants were also asked if they had general 
experience with adoption, a positive experience with adoption, and indirect experience 
with adoption through family members (see Appendix H).  
Procedure  
The study was programmed through the Qualtrics survey platform and delivered 
in online format through USM’s SONA system and Amazon’s Mechanical Turk. 
Participants signed up for the study through the university’s SONA system (students) and 
Amazon’s Mechanical Turk (workers). After consenting to participating in the study, 
participants were randomly assigned to one of the two conditions: the Transracial Family 
Black child condition or the Transracial Family Asian child condition. For child 
condition, 49.4% participants completed the Asian child condition and 50.6% participants 
completed the Black child condition of the study. 
Participants were immediately directed to the Implicit Association Task first, 
followed by all five explicit measures, all counterbalanced. Instructions at the beginning 
of the study explicitly stated that participants must use a desktop computer or laptop 
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instead of a mobile phone to complete study tasks due to the complex format of the 
measures.  
During each of the IAT conditions, participants were presented with 7 blocks in 
which they had to categorize family photo stimuli (all-White family photos versus 
transracial family photos), as well as pleasant or unpleasant words into their appropriate 
category by pressing alternate keys (“E” and “I”) on the keyboard in front of them. In the 
first block, pictorial stimuli appeared on the screen and participants had to match the all-
White family stimuli to an “All-White Family” category by pressing “E” and match the 
Transracial Family stimuli to a “Transracial Family” category by pressing “I” on the 
keyboard. In the second block, pleasant and unpleasant words appeared on the screen and 
participants had to sort positive words into the “Good” category by pressing “E” on the 
keyboard and negative words into the “Bad” category by pressing “I”. In the third and 
fourth blocks, target stimuli appeared on some trials and concept words appeared on 
others, with a response option for “All-White” combined with “Good” (i.e., participants 
were instructed to press “E” if they see an all-White family or a positive word) and a 
response option of “Transracial” combined with “Bad” (i.e., where participants pressed 
“I” if they see a Transracial family or a negative word). In these trials, response mapping 
was considered congruent since these combinations typically have been seen as 
compatible for those who hold pro-White biases, and therefore are responded to with 
greater accuracy. The fifth block was much like the first block where target stimuli 
appeared on the screen and participants were instructed to categorize these targets into 
either the “all-White” family category or the “Transracial” family category, except the 
corresponding keys were reversed. Participants matched the Transracial Family stimuli to 
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a “Transracial Family” category by pressing “E” on the keyboard and matched the all-
White family stimuli to an “All-White Family” category by pressing “I” on the keyboard. 
In the sixth and seventh blocks, target stimuli and concept words once again appeared in 
a combined fashion, but this time the “transracial” response option was combined with 
“Good” (i.e., participants pressed “E” if they saw a transracial family or a positive word) 
and the “all-White” response option was combined with “Bad” (i.e., participants pressed 
“I” if they saw an all-White family or a negative word). These trials were considered 
incongruent response mapping since these combinations have typically been seen as 
incompatible for those who possess a pro-White bias, and have not responded as 
accurately during these trials. The order of blocks 3-4 and 6-7 were counterbalanced 
across participants so that some participants were exposed to the incongruent trials first 
and some to the congruent trials first. Differences in reaction times between the 
congruent and incongruent trials were calculated as D-scores using the d-score algorithm 
(Greenwald et al., 2003), see Appendix I.   
After completing the Implicit Association Task first, participants moved on to 
explicit questionnaires. During the explicit liking task, participants had to rate pictorial 
family stimuli presented in a random order. Analogous to the IAT, participants were 
either in the Black or Asian child explicit liking conditions, always matched to the IAT 
conditions. Participants also completed the Attitudes Toward Transracial Adoption Scale 
(Whatley, 2002) and a Race-Matching Scale (Kirton, 1999), as well as the I/E- Revised 
and Single Item Scales (Gorsuch & McPherson, 1989) and Baston’s (1991) 12 item Quest 
Scale (revised version). The order of explicit measures was counterbalanced among 
participants and included attention checks to make sure that participants were paying 
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attention during the duration of the study. Finally, participants completed a demographics 
questionnaire and received a full debriefing of the study at the end, were thanked for their 
participation and compensated. SONA participants received 0.5 credits and MTurk 




CHAPTER III  - RESULTS 
Exclusion Criteria and Data Preparation 
Before analyzing the data, participants who failed attention checks throughout the 
study (i.e. “Choose ‘Strongly Agree’ for this answer,” “Click ‘Neutral’ for this answer”), 
those who exited the study early, and those who failed Greenwald’s scoring algorithm 
(Greenwald et al., 2003) as indicated by the Shiny Web App (http://iatgen.org/) were 
excluded from the final analysis. Additionally, participants who had missing data points 
on explicit attitudes or religiosity measures were excluded when individual analyses were 
run with such measures, resulting in slightly different numbers of cases for different 
analyses.  
Given that the IAT D-score includes information on both liking transracial 
families/disliking same-race families and disliking transracial families/liking same-race 
families, where 0 indicates absence of any bias, the decision was made to create similar 
explicit liking scores on the basis of the explicit measures. For the explicit liking task, 
four indexes were created: Global Explicit Index; Liking Index; Attractiveness Index and 
Catalogue Index. First, in order to create such indexes, ratings for all four white families 
were averaged for each of the three explicit questions (i.e., liking, attractiveness and 
recommendation to model in a catalogue). In addition, the average was taken for these 
three questions to form a global liking score. Secondly, the same procedure was repeated 
for transracial family ratings. Thirdly, I created four explicit indices by subtracting White 
family-TRA family ratings. Zero in each of these four scores indicates absence of explicit 
bias and numbers > 0 indicate that participants had explicit pro-White family bias.  
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I then transformed D-scores and all four explicit indexes into z-scores by 
subtracting the midpoint of the scale (value of 0) from the raw score, and then dividing 
by the standard deviation. Scores from the Attitudes Toward Transracial Adoption Scale 
and Race Matching Scale were also converted into z-scores by subtracting the midpoint 
of the scale from the scale average score and dividing by the SD. Finally, I computed an 
Explicit-Implicit difference for z-scores by subtracting implicit z-scores from explicit z-
scores for all explicit measures (four indices and two questionnaires). Negative numbers 
on this metric indicate larger implicit (pro-White) than explicit biases.  
In addition, lower scores on the Attitudes Toward Transracial Adoption Scale 
indicate more support for transracial families, while higher numbers indicate more 
support for same-race families. On the Race Matching Scale, lower scores indicate more 
support for transracial families, while higher scores indicate more support for same-race 
families (placement of ethnic minority children with ethnic minority parents).   
For all regression analyses, I first centered my independent variables, which 
included a variable containing the average of all intrinsic religiosity scores and a variable 
containing the average of all extrinsic scores from the I/E-Revised and Single-Item Scales 
by Gorsuch and McPherson (1989). Next, I multiplied these two centered variables to 
create an interaction term. For additional exploratory regression analyses, the child 
condition was dummy coded (0 = Asian Child, 1 = Black Child) and interaction terms 
between the child condition and intrinsic religiosity and/or  extrinsic religiosity scores 
were created (i.e., the intrinsic x condition; extrinsic x condition; and intrinsic x extrinsic 





Table 2 provides means, standard deviations, and reliabilities for each of the 
measures used in the analyses. Table 3 provides correlations between all demographic 
variables and dependent variables. Notably, none of the adoption attitudinal measures 
was significantly related to either intrinsic religiosity scores, extrinsic religiosity scores or 
the Quest Scale, except for the significant relationship between the Attitudes Toward 
Transracial Adoption Scale and the extrinsic religiosity subscale, as well as the Attitudes 
Toward Transracial Adoption Scale and the Quest. As extrinsic religiosity scores 
increased, attitudes supporting same-race adoption increased as well (and attitudes 
supporting TRA adoption decreased). Surprisingly, as the Quest scores increased, 
attitudes supporting same-race adoption increased as well.  
While data from SONA and MTurk participants was collapsed, there were some 
differences across these two samples on the following variables: the Global Index, Liking 
Index, Attractiveness Index, and Attitudes Toward Transracial Adoption Scale. For the  
Global Explicit Index regarding overall liking of the families, SONA individuals had 
more support for the TRA families overall (SONA M = -0.15, SONA SD = 0.76, SONA 
n = 82), while MTurk individuals showed more support for the all-White families 
(MTurk M = 0.21, MTurk SD = 0.65,  MTurk n = 78): t(158) = 3.32, p = < .001.   
For the  Liking Index, SONA individuals showed more support for the liking of 
TRA families (SONA M = -.023, SONA SD = 0.75, SONA n = 83), while MTurk 
participants showed more support for the liking of all-White families (MTurk M = 0.13, 
MTurk SD = 0.67, MTurk n = 78): t(159) = 3.22, p = .002.  
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For the  Attractiveness Index, SONA individuals found the photos of the TRA 
families more attractive (SONA M = -0.09, SONA SD = 0.82, SONA n = 83), while 
MTurk individuals found the photos of the all-White families more attractive (MTurk M 
= 0.21, MTurk SD = 0.66, MTurk n = 78): t(159) = 2.48, p = .014.  
For the  Catalogue Index, SONA individuals were more likely to recommend the 
TRA families to be models in a catalogue (SONA M = -0.13, SONA SD = 0.90, SONA n 
= 82), while MTurk individuals were more likely to recommend the all-White families to 
be models in a catalogue (MTurk M = 0.30, MTurk SD = 0.88, MTurk n = 78): t(158) = 
3.07, p = .003.   
For the Adoption Attitude scores, MTurk and SONA participants were both 
favorable in their attitudes toward transracial adoption, with SONA individuals being 
more favorable (SONA M = 1.39, SONA SD = 0.49, SONA n = 78) than MTurk 
individuals (MTurk M = 2.22, MTurk SD = 1.12, MTurk n = 78): t(154) = 5.72, p = < 
.001. 
Hypothesis 1a 
In order to analyze whether there were significant differences between the 
implicit and explicit measures, I ran a series of one-sample t-tests to test whether the 
explicit-implicit difference for z-scores was significantly different from 0. The one 
sample t-test supported the hypothesis that individuals were significantly more supportive 
of TRA families on the Global Liking Task than on the IAT (M = -1.12, SD = 1.40): 
t(159) = -10.17, p = < .001. The same pattern of results was obtained with the other three 
indices. Participants had significantly more favorable attitudes toward the transracial 
families on the explicit liking task when asked “How much do you like this family?” than 
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they did on the Implicit Association Task (M = -1.2, SD = 1.38), as measured by a one 
sample t-test: t(160) = -11.35, p = < .001. Individuals had significantly more favorable 
attitudes toward the transracial families on the explicit liking task when asked “How 
attractive is this family?” than they did on the Implicit Association Task (M = -1.09, SD = 
1.41), as measured by a one sample t-test: (160) = -9.85, p = < .001. Individuals had 
significantly more favorable attitudes toward the transracial families on the explicit liking 
task when asked “How likely would you recommend this family be models in a 
catalogue?” than they did on the Implicit Association Task (M = -1.07, SD = 1.40), as 
measured by a one sample t-test: t(159) = -9.66, p = < .001. Additionally, individuals 
were more supportive of TRA families on the Attitudes Toward Transracial Adoption 
Scale compared to the Implicit Association Task (M = -1.12, SD = 1.40), as measured by 
one sample t-test: t(155) = -20.67, p = < .001. Individuals were also significantly more 
supportive of TRA families on the Race-Matching Scale than they were on the Implicit 
Association Task (M = -5, SD = 1.15), as measured by a one sample t(153) = -53.74, p = 
< .001. Therefore, Hypothesis 1a was supported.  
Hypothesis 1b 
Correlations between D-scores and each of the explicit measures were not 
significant. Implicit measures and all six explicit measures were not significantly related; 
none of the r values for a relationship between D-scores and an explicit measure reached 
|.1 | value (see Table  3). It was concluded that implicit and explicit attitudinal measures 






Hypothesis 2a was supported in that individuals showed a greater pro-White 
family bias overall, as measured by a one sample t-test calculated by the Shiny Web App: 
t(161) = 14.65, p < .001, (M = 0.45, SD = 0.39). The test indicated that the IAT D-scores 
were significantly different from zero (i.e., there was implicit bias/association present).  
Hypothesis 2b 
There was no significant difference in the D-scores between the individuals in the 
TRA Black child condition (M = 0.5, SD =  0.38) and the TRA Asian child condition (M 
=  0.41, SD =  0.41), as indicated by an independent samples t-test: t(160) = -1.36, p = 
.174. Therefore, Hypothesis 2b was not supported. 
An independent samples t-test was also run on the Global Explicit Index to test 
condition comparisons. It was found that participants had more favorable attitudes toward 
the TRA Asian family photos compared to the all-White family photos in the Asian Child 
condition (Asian Child M = -0.12, Asian Child SD = 0.51), but had more favorable 
attitudes toward the all-White family than the TRA Black family in the Black child 
condition (Black Child M = 0.16, Black Child SD = 0.87): t(158) = -2.47, p = .015. 
Analogously, the same pattern of results was obtained with the Attractiveness Index 
scores and Catalogue Index Scores. Participants rated the TRA Asian family photos as 
more attractive compared to the all-White family photos in the Asian Child condition 
(Asian Child M = -0.12, Asian Child SD = 0.55), yet they rated the all-White family 
photos as more attractive than the TRA Black family photos in the Black child condition 
(Black Child M = 0.22, Black Child SD = 0.89): t(159) = -2.93, p = .004. TRA Asian 
families were recommended to be models in a catalogue more than the all-White families 
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in the Asian Child condition (Asian Child M = -.10, Asian Child SD = .68), yet all-White 
families were recommended to be models in a catalogue more than TRA Black families 
in the Black Child condition (Black Child M =.25, Black Child SD = 1.07):  t(158) = -
2.45, p = .015.  
Additionally, an independent samples t-test was run on the Attitudes Toward 
Transracial Adoption Scale and the Race-Matching Scale to test for comparisons between 
the two groups; however, neither of these measures yielded significance, indicating that 
individuals’ attitudes did not differ depending on whether they were in the Black child 
condition or the Asian child condition.  
Hypothesis 3: Regression Analyses 
For the regression testing of Hypotheses 3, several models were tested. First, each 
model included the following predictors: intrinsic religiosity scores variable, extrinsic 
scores variable, and the interaction term I X E religiosity. All predictors were added to 
each model simultaneously. The dependent (outcome) variables in each model are the 
following: D-scores, Global Index scores, Explicit Liking scores, Attractiveness Index 
scores, Catalogue Index Scores, Adoption Attitudes scores, and Race-Matching scores. 
The results of these regression analyses are reported in Table 4. Only significant results 
are described below.  
Regression on Adoption Attitude Scores   
When testing for violations, it was found that normality of residuals had been 
violated, with a positive skew of 7.09 and a slightly high kurtosis value of 3.43. The 
ANOVA table was significant, indicating intrinsic and extrinsic religiosity were able to 
explain a significant amount of variance in individuals’ attitudes toward adoption: F (3, 
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144) = 3.84, p =.011, R squared = 0.08 (8%), R square adjusted = 0.06, R square change 
= 0.08.  This analysis indicates that while intrinsic religiosity did not significantly predict 
adoption attitudes [β = -0.13, t(144)= -1.21, p =.227], extrinsic religiosity did 
significantly predict adoption attitudes: [β = 0.34, t(144)= 3.24, p = .001]. The interaction 
effect, however, was nonsignificant [β = -0.06, t(144) = -0.67, p = .504].  
Overall,  extrinsic religiosity scores did predict attitudes toward transracial 
adoption in the form of a  positive relationship, meaning that as extrinsic religiosity 
scores increased, attitudes toward same-race adoption also increased, meaning that those 
who were higher in extrinsic religiosity also held more favorable attitudes toward same-
race adoption practices/less favorable attitudes toward TRA adoption practices. It was 
originally hypothesized that individuals would show more support for TRA if they report 
being more intrinsically religious, and show less support on both explicit and implicit 
measures if they report more extrinsic religiosity. Therefore, this finding partially 
supports Hypothesis 3.   
Next, we also added the following predictors in the model to test additional 
exploratory analyses: the child condition, one of the religiosity predictors (extrinsic 
religiosity scores or intrinsic religiosity scores or Quest scores) and the child condition X 
religiosity predictor term. These models were tested with the following outcome 
variables: D-scores, Global Index scores, Liking Index scores, Attractiveness Index 
scores, Catalogue Index scores, Adoption Attitudes scores, and Race-Matching scores. In 
addition, the following exploratory regression models with four predictors were tested on 
the same outcome variables: the child condition, intrinsic religiosity scores variable, 
extrinsic scores variable, and an interaction term intrinsic X extrinsic X child condition to 
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specifically see if the intrinsic X extrinsic interaction is present in one of the conditions. 
Only unique significant findings not captured by previously described analyses are 
described below.   
Specifically, one model found that the interaction between the child condition X 
intrinsic religiosity scores significantly predicted D-scores [β = -.34, t(150) = -3.22, p = 
.002]. The ANOVA table was significant, indicating this interaction was able to predict a 
significant amount of variance on D-scores: F (3, 150), p = .004, R square = .087 (8.7%), 
R square adjusted = .068, R square change = .087. Further analyses revealed that while 
in the Asian Child condition, the relationship between intrinsic religiosity scores and D-
scores was not significant (r = .22, p = .06), but in the Black Child condition, it was (r = -
.30, p = .009). In the Black Child condition, higher intrinsic religiosity scores predicted 
less TRA prejudice. In the Asian Child condition, the pattern reversed, with higher 
intrinsic scores predicting more TRA prejudice, but it was not significant. This finding 
partially supports Hypothesis 3 as well, albeit for the Black Child condition only.  
Exploratory Analyses on Demographic Variables  
For these analyses, I conducted independent t-tests for all of my demographic 
variables on each of the dependent variables. For the Attitudes Toward Transracial 
Adoption Scale, both men and women were supportive of transracial adoption practices, 
with women being more supportive (female M = 1.62, female SD = 0.78, female n = 101) 
than men (male M = 2.09, male SD =1.13, male n = 55): t(154) = 3.09, p = .002. 
Differences between Parents and Non-Parents  
For the Global Liking Index, people who are not currently parents (non-parent M 
= -0.14, non-parent SD = 0.82, non-parent n = 103) reported liking the TRA families 
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more compared to those who are currently parents (parent M = 0.10, parent SD = 0.52, 
parent n = 57), t(158) = 1.98, p = .05. For the Attitudes Toward Transracial Adoption 
Scale, those who were non-parents (non-parent M = 1.55, non-parent SD = 0.69, non-
parent n = 99) were more supportive of transracial adoption than parents (parent M = 
2.21, parent SD = 1.17, parent n = 56): t(153) = 4.4, p = <.001.  
Differences between Individuals with and without Experience with Adoption 
For the Attitudes Toward Transracial Adoption Scale, those who had not adopted 
children (non-adopters M = 1.74, non-adopters SD = 0.91, non-adopters n = 149) had 
more supportive attitudes toward TRA practices than those who had adopted (adopters M 
= 2.72, adopters SD = 1.12, adopters n = 7): t(154) = 2.76, p = .006. 
On the Catalogue Index, those who said they would consider adopting in the 
future (future adopters M = -0.04, future adopters SD = 0.81, future adopters n = 109) 
recommended that the TRA families be in a catalogue more (relative to White families) 
than those who said they would not consider adopting in the future: (future non-adopters 
M = 0.29, future non-adopters SD = 1.09, future non-adopters n = 40): t(147) = -2.0, p = 
.047.  
For the Attitudes Toward Transracial Adoption Scale those who said they would 
consider adopting in the future (future adopters M = 1.59, future adopters SD = 0.70, 
future adopters n = 107) were more supportive of transracial adoption than those who 
said they would not consider adopting in the future (future non-adopters M = 2.22, future 
non-adopters SD = 1.22, future non-adopters n = 39): t(144) = -3.89, p = < .001.  
For intrinsic religiosity scores, those who said they would consider adoption in 
the future (future adopters M = 3.98, future adopters SD = 1.57, future adopters n = 104) 
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were more intrinsically religious than those who said they would not consider adoption in 
the future (future non-adopters M = 3.39, future non-adopters SD = 1.41, future non-
adopters n = 38): t(140) = 2.04, p = .044.   
On the Attractiveness Index, individuals who had been adopted (adopted M = -
0.43, adopted SD = 0.70, adopted n = 10) reported finding the TRA families more 
attractive than those who had not been adopted (non-adopted M = 0.08, non-adopted SD 
= 0.73,  non-adopted n = 149): t(157) = -2.06, p = .041.   
For scores on the Quest scale, those who were adopted (adopted M = 3.31, 
adopted SD = 0.75, adopted n = 11) had higher scores pertaining to spirituality than those 
who had not be adopted (non-adopted M = 2.69, non-adopted SD = 0.77, non-adopted n = 
137): t(146) = 2.57, p =.011.  
For the Attitudes Toward Transracial Adoption Scale, those who had reported not 
having experience with adoption (non-experienced M = 1.71, non-experienced SD = 0.88, 
non-experienced n = 130) had more favorable attitudes toward TRA than those who did 
have experience with the adoption process (experienced adopters M = 2.24, experienced 
adopters SD = 1.14, experienced adopters n = 24): t(152) = 2.57, p = .011.   
For scores on the Quest scale, those who reported having experience with 
adoption (experienced adopters M = 3.13, experienced adopters SD = 0.72, experienced 
adopters n = 21) had higher scores on pertaining to spirituality than those who did not 
have experience with adoption (non-experienced M = 2.68, non-experienced SD = 0.78, 
non-experienced n = 127): t(146) = 2.50, p = .014.   
For extrinsic religiosity scores, those who reported having experience with the 
adoption process (experienced adopters M = 3.57, experienced adopters SD = 1.62, 
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experienced adopters n = 24) had higher extrinsic religiosity scores than those who did 
not have experience with the adoption process (non-experienced M = 2.89, non-
experienced SD = 1.38, non-experienced n = 131): t(153) = 2.15, p = .033.  
On the Quest scale, those who reported having a positive experience with 
adoption (positive experience M = 3.14, positive experience SD = 0.76, positive 
experience n = 32) had higher scores pertaining to spirituality than those who did not 
have a positive experience with adoption (no positive experience M = 2.66, no positive 
experience SD = 0.78, no positive experience n = 78): t(108) = 2.97, p = .004.  
For intrinsic religiosity scores, those who reported having a positive experience 
with adoption (positive experience M = 4.28, positive experience SD = 1.40, positive 
experience n = 33) had higher intrinsic religiosity scores than those who reported not 
having a positive experience with adoption (no positive experience M = 3.43, no positive 
experience SD = 1.48, no positive experience n = 81): t(112) = 2.82, p = .006.  
For extrinsic religiosity scores, those who reported having a positive experience 
with adoption (positive experience M = 3.96, positive experience SD = 1.60, positive 
experience n = 36) also had higher extrinsic religiosity scores than those who reported not 
having a positive experience with adoption (no positive experience M = 2.66, no positive 
experience SD = 1.23, no positive experience n = 82): t(116) = 4.81 p = < .001. 
Race Differences between White and Black Participants  
To explore differences between the race of participants, specifically White 
(64.2%) and Black (27.2%) participants, a series of t-tests were run on all dependent 
variables. All other races were excluded from the analyses due to a very low number of 
other racial groups. Only significant findings are reported below.  
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On D-scores, both White (M = .55, SD = .38, n = 104) and Black participants (M 
= .26, SD = .37, n  = 44) had positive implicit scores, meaning that both White and Black 
individuals had a pro-White bias, but White participants had a stronger bias: t(146) = 
4.27, p = < .001. 
On the Global Index, White participants (M = .20, SD = .58, n = 103) liked the 
White family stimuli more, while Black participants (M = -.16, SD = .61, n = 43) liked 
the TRA family stimuli more: t(144) = 3.35, p = .001.   
For the Liking Index, White participants (M = .08, SD = .62, n = 103) reported 
liking the White family stimuli more, while Black participants liked the TRA  family 
stimuli more (M = -.18, SD = .65, n = 44): t(145) = 2.29, p = .023.  
On Attractiveness scores, White participants (M = .23, SD = .61, n  = 103) found 
the White family stimuli more attractive, while Black participants (M = -.14, SD = .65, n  
= 44) found the TRA family stimuli more attractive: t(145) = 3.36, p = .001.  
For the Catalogue Index, White participants (M = .28, SD = .79, n = 103) were 
more likely to recommend the White families to be models in a catalogue, while Black 
participants (M = -.15, SD = .77, n = 43) were more likely to recommend the TRA 
families to be models in a catalogue: t(144) = 3.05, p = .003. 
Additional Exploratory Regression Models with Adoption and Parenting Experience 
Given that there were some differences between those who had some experiences 
with parenting and/or adoption and those had not, these variables were entered as 
covariates in all the regression models listed above. Covariates that were tested in the 
models include the following: current parent, future parent, current adoption, future 
adoption, self-adopted, adoption experience, positive adoption, and family adoption. 
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Variables were dummy-coded (1 = Yes), which means they had reported yes to having 
either parenting or adoption experience and (0 = No) if they reported that they did not 
have experience with parenting or adoption. Given that gender differences were present 
on the Attitudes Toward Transracial Adoption Scale, it was also tested in models that had 
the Attitudes Toward Transracial Adoption Scale scores listed as an outcome variable. 
While most of these models did not reach significance, there were four that did, 
all with the Attitudes Toward Transracial Adoption Scale as an outcome variable. Only 
one covariate was entered in each model and only significant results are summarized 
below. When one of following covariates—being a parent, having adopted a child, 
considering adoption in the future, having experience with adoption, or gender—were 
entered in the model predicting the Attitudes Toward Transracial Adoption Scale scores 
on the basis of the intrinsic, extrinsic and the intrinsic X extrinsic interaction predictors, 
the model remained significant. In each instance, extrinsic religiosity was always the only 
significant predictor of the TRA adoption with β values ranging from .30 (being a parent 
covariate) to .37 (considering adoption in the future covariate). 
Additional Exploratory Regression Models with Race of Participants  
Given that there were racial differences on some of the outcome variables, we 
also entered race (White = 1, All other races = 0) as a covariate using all significant 
regression models reported above. The regression model that included intrinsic 
religiosity, extrinsic religiosity, and an intrinsic X extrinsic interaction as predictors and 
Attitudes Toward Transracial Adoption scores as an outcome variable still remained 
significant after controlling for race, with the  β value going from 0.34 to 0.36 in the 
model with race as a covariate. We also entered race (White = 1, All other races = 0) as a 
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covariate  in a previous regression model that included Child Condition, Intrinsic 
Religiosity scores, and Child Condition X Intrinsic scores as predictors  and D-scores as 
an outcome variable. This model also  remained significant when race was entered as a 





CHAPTER IV – DISCUSSION 
This novel study utilized an experimental design in order to examine explicit and 
implicit bias toward transracially adoptive families versus all-White families. It was 
found that individuals were indeed more supportive of transracially adoptive families on 
explicit measures than they were on the Implicit Association Task, indicating that there 
was an implicit pro-White bias present, while more favorable attitudes were shown 
during the explicit measures. When looking at IAT D-scores specifically, individuals 
showed greater favorability toward the all-White families/derogation toward the 
transracial families. There was no significant difference in implicit favorability shown 
toward the transracial families with the Black child versus the transracial families with 
the Asian child. However, on the explicit level, individuals did hold more favorable 
attitudes toward pictorial stimuli of the Asian children compared to the Black children as 
shown by the Explicit Liking Task. Yet, there were no significant differences between the 
two groups when measuring adoption attitudes and race matching practices. Finally, 
when measuring religiosity, it was found that individuals (a) who were more extrinsically 
religious held more pro-same race adoption attitudes, as measured by the Attitudes 
Toward Transracial Adoption Scale and (b) who were more intrinsically religious held 
more favorable attitudes toward TRA adoption in the Black Child condition only, as 
measured by the IAT.  
Hypothesis 1a and 1b 
Based on previous literature (Katz & Doyle, 2013; Tinkler & Horne, 2011), I  
hypothesized that individuals would have more favorable attitudes toward the 
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transracially adoptive families on explicit measures such as the explicit liking task and 
explicit questionnaires compared to the IAT as a result of an implicit bias. This 
hypothesis was supported in that individuals had a stronger pro-White bias on the IAT as 
measured by D-scores compared to favorable scores for transracial families on the 
explicit liking tasks, which include scores on the Global Index, Liking Index, 
Attractiveness Index, and Catalogue Index. Individuals also demonstrated more pro-
White bias on the IAT compared to the Attitudes Toward Transracial Adoption Scale and 
Race Matching Scale, confirming Hypothesis 1a. The difference between the Race 
Matching Scale and the IAT D-scores was particularly large. Perhaps this is due to 
differential focus of these two questionnaires: While the Race Matching Scale measures 
support for adoption practices that favor placing minority children in adoptive homes 
with same-race parents (White-White and minority-minority), the Attitudes Toward 
Transracial Adoption Scale measures support for minority children being placed in 
adoptive homes with parents who are a different race (i.e., typically White parents) 
(Kirton, 1999; Whatley, 2002). 
One reason for greater support of transracial families on the explicit measures 
compared to those that were implicit could be tied back to participants wanting to appear 
socially desirable and racially inclusive when asked to directly state their attitudes 
(Bohner & Dickel, 2011; Nosek, 2007). This is because on direct measures, participants 
have the cognitive resources to stop and assess their attitudes and adapt them if 
necessary, whereas during the Implicit Association Task, this ability to stop and 
introspect on one’s value system and long-held beliefs is removed and individuals must 
act on their automatic associations (Greenwald, McGhee, & Schwartz, 1998). Another 
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reason could simply be that many people support the formation of adoptive families in 
general (Hollingsworth, 1995; 2000b), so it is not surprising that individuals showed 
support for them on the explicit measures during this study as well.   
In addition to this, correlations between D-scores and all explicit measures were 
not significant, indicating that the implicit task and the rest of the explicit measures were 
not related. This is not surprising, however, as prior literature has shown that these 
measures may not be directly related, but instead tap into two separate processes and 
affect attitudes in distinct ways (Fazio & Olson, 2003; Nosek, 2007; Rydell & 
McConnell, 2006). Literature has also shown consistently low correlations between these 
two constructs, once again providing evidence that they are distinct (Gawronski & Hahn, 
2019). 
These findings indicate that it is easier to adapt our attitudes to be socially 
desirable for topics such as race when directly asked, but is much more difficult when we 
do not have the resources to control these unconscious, deeply-held beliefs when they are 
indirectly measured and we must go off of associations that have already been long-
ingrained (Bohner & Dickel, 2011; Greenwald, McGhee, & Schwartz, 1998, Nosek, 
2007). 
Hypothesis 2a and 2b 
Hypothesis 2a predicted that individuals would have a greater pro-White bias on 
the Implicit Association Task than pro-Transracial bias. This was supported, as there was 
greater support for all-White families on the IAT than for the transracial families. 
However, when comparing the two transracial conditions (i.e., Black child vs Asian 
child) individually, it was found that there were no differences between these two 
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conditions on the IAT scores. It was originally predicted that individuals would like the 
pictorial stimuli of Asian children more compared to the Black children (Hypothesis 2b) 
since Asian children are closer to the “White” phenotype and are considered a “model 
minority” (Chang, Feldman, & Easley, 2017; Quiroz, 2007; Vashchenko, D’Aleo, & 
Pinderhughes, 2012).  
It is not surprising that individuals showed more implicit favorability toward the 
all-White family stimuli as opposed to the transracial family stimuli, as it has been found 
in a previous study that individuals prefer White families implicitly compared to 
transracial families (Tinkler & Horne, 2011). However, the fact that there was no implicit 
difference between the transracial conditions of the Black child vs Asian child is 
interesting. One reason for this may be because participants simply preferred the race of 
the White children/families overall, no matter what the race of the child was. Another 
reason may be because individuals associated the all-White family as a “naturally 
created” family unit, one that is racially homogenous and therefore more pleasant and 
acceptable, compared to the transracial families who have been created through legal, 
adoptive means and are racially distinct from one another (Katz & Doyle, 2013). An 
additional reason why individuals did not implicitly prefer the Asian children over the 
Black children during the IAT may be because of the time this study was conducted. 
Specifically, this study was conducted during the months of April and July of 2020, mere 
months after COVID-19 was announced as a global pandemic, which may have 
negatively affected participants’ bias toward the Asian children. Because this pandemic 
began in Wuhan, China, there has been an outpouring of race-specific discrimination and 
an increase in xenophobia against Asian individuals, blaming their race as a whole for the 
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outbreak and calling  the virus the “Chinese flu” (Litam, 2020, Schild et al., 2020). This 
recent spike in negative attitudes toward Asian groups could have been salient in 
participants’ minds as they were taking the study (whether they were aware of it or not), 
ultimately affecting their attitudes toward the transracial families with the Asian child as 
the target.  
Interestingly, for the explicit attitudinal measures, when comparing the all-White 
families to both transracial conditions (i.e. Black child vs Asian child), it was found that 
individuals showed more support for the transracial families with the Asian child over the 
all-White families, but in the Black child condition, there was more support for the all-
White families over the transracial families with the Black child.  It is not surprising that 
individuals preferred the all-White families over the transracial families with a Black 
child, as has been previously found (Katz & Doyle, 2013), but it was surprising that 
individuals preferred the transracial families with Asian child over the all-White families. 
One reason for this might be that participants were trying to show their support for 
transracial adoption, while still showing favorability toward the Asian children who are 
closer to being “White” than the adopted children in the Black child condition (Quiroz, 
2007). Another reason that individuals may have liked the Asian children over the White 
children in the Asian Child condition is because of the stereotypes surrounding Asian 
children (i.e., of them being “good,” well-behaved, submissive children) compared to 
White children (Chang, Feldman, & Easley, 2017). Interestingly, the differences on the 
Global Explicit Index between conditions were primarily driven by the answers on the 
attractiveness and catalogue questions, potentially also indicating that such differences 
were more appearance driven than truly tapping into attitudes toward TRA. Lack of 
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differences between conditions in the Attitudes Toward Transracial Adoption Scale or the 
Race Matching Scale support this possibility. Perhaps people who are generally 
supportive of transracial adoption may not have a strong bias for or against certain 
adoption or race-matching practices when it came to TRA families with Black versus 
Asian children.  
Hypothesis 3 
It was originally hypothesized that individuals would show more support for TRA 
if they reported being more intrinsically religious, and show less support on both explicit 
and implicit measures if they reported more extrinsic religiosity. Extrinsic religiosity 
scores did predict adoption attitudes on the Attitudes Toward Transracial Adoption Scale. 
As extrinsic religiosity scores increased, attitudes toward adoption also increased, 
meaning that those who are more extrinsically religious held more favorable attitudes 
toward pro-White adoption practices/less favorable attitudes toward TRA adoption 
practices. This partially supports Hypothesis 3. Individuals who are less committed to 
their faith (i.e., using their religion as a means to an end) show less support for TRA.  
The Quest scores were also positively related with the scores on the Attitudes 
Toward Transracial Adoption Scale. Given that the Quest scores were significantly 
correlated with the extrinsic religiosity—but not intrinsic religiosity—scores, perhaps 
somehow tapped into appearing to question religiosity/spirituality. This finding is 
interpreted with caution and would need further exploration.  
In addition, in the Black Child condition, higher intrinsic religiosity scores 
predicted less TRA prejudice, as measured by the IAT scores. This finding also partially 
supports Hypothesis 3, as it has been found that those who have a deeper commitment to 
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their faith are also less prejudiced and are more supportive of adoption practices (Allport 
& Ross, 1967; Perry & Whitehead, 2015). It is unclear why this result only occurred in 
the Black child condition and will need further exploration. 
Adoption and Religiosity 
In addition to the findings discussed, there were some pre-existing differences in 
religiosity based on experiences with adoption in general (not specifically TRA). These 
differences do not allow casual inferences but suggest that certain links exist between 
constructs. Those who reported that they would consider adopting in the future were 
more intrinsically religious than those who said they would not consider adopting in the 
future. Perhaps those who stated that they would consider adopting have thought of this 
practice as a natural part of practicing their faith, as a humanitarian effort, and an act of 
helping those in need.  
Those who reported being adopted themselves were found to have a more 
spiritual orientation than those who were not adopted (though this was based on a very 
small sample of adopted individuals, n = 11, so I am hesitant to interpret this difference). 
Those who had experience with the adoption process were not only more 
spiritual, but were more extrinsically religious as well, compared to those who did not 
have experience with adoption. Perhaps these individuals felt as if adoption was an 
extension of their religious/spiritual practices, and therefore, should be part of their 
faith/spirituality. Those who are doing it for extrinsic reasons may especially feel this 
way, while those who practice spirituality may feel as if they are doing it for larger, 
humanitarian reasons (i.e., being a part of “something bigger than themselves”) 
(Hollingsworth, 1995).   
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Additionally, those who reported having a specifically positive adoption 
experience were not only more intrinsically religious than those who did not have one, 
but were also higher in extrinsic religiosity and spirituality as well. Given a low number 
of such individuals (n = 36), the link between previous positive adoption experience and 
religiosity/spirituality should be interpreted with caution.  
Parenting/Adoption Experience 
There are some interesting findings related to individuals’ experience with 
parenting and adoption. For example, individuals who were not currently parents reported 
liking the transracial families more, as well as showing more support for transracial 
adoption practices, compared to those who reported being parents. It may be that non-
parents showed more support for transracial families and transracial adoption practices 
because they do not have the experience of raising a child themselves. Perhaps parents 
had more insight regarding the responsibility it takes to raise a child and understand the 
added challenge of adopting one.  
Analogously, those who did not have experience with adoption had slightly more 
favorable attitudes toward transracial adoption practices than those who did have 
experience. Perhaps this is because those who have had experience with the adoption 
know firsthand how difficult the process can be (Ishizawa et al., 2006), whereas those 
who have not experienced it are not aware of the challenges that can come with it.  
However, those who reported that they would consider future adoption showed 
more favorability for transracial adoption practices than those who reported that they 
would not adopt in the future. Perhaps this is because those who are seriously considering 
adoption are in favor of transracial adoption practices because they feel these practices 
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will directly apply to them at some point, while these practices have less relevance to 
those who would not consider adoption, and perhaps care about them less. 
Additionally, those who had not adopted a child recommended the TRA adoptive 
families to be models for a catalogue (relative to all-White families) more than those who 
had adopted. Finally, individuals who had been adopted themselves also found the 
adoptive families to be more attractive (relative to all-White families) than those who had 
not been adopted. Due to a low number of adopters and adoptees, these results need to be 
replicated before conclusions are drawn.  
Limitations and Future Directions 
This work is not without limitations. One of these limitations has to do with the 
population of participants recruited for this study. Individuals were recruited from USM’s 
SONA participant pool, as well as Amazon Mechanical Turk workers. My purpose in 
recruiting MTurk workers was that these individuals would be older in age than SONA 
participants, and therefore, have potentially more experience with parenting and possibly, 
adoption. However, I did not specifically recruit individuals who had experience with 
adoption or parenting (and hence, my conclusions about how previous parenting and 
adoption experiences affect measured variables are limited). These two groups differed 
from each other in their demographic compositions: MTurk individuals were generally 
older, less religious, and more likely to be parents than SONA participants. Compared to 
other populations, MTurk workers have been described as being more diverse (Polacci & 
Chandler, 2014). There were some differences between our two samples for multiple 
variables, including the Global Index, Liking Index, Attractiveness Index, Catalogue 
Index, and Attitudes Toward Transracial Adoption Scale. For all explicit liking indices 
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and the Attitudes Toward Transracial Adoption Scale, SONA participants showed more 
favorable attitudes toward the TRA families, while MTurk participants showed more 
favorability toward the all-White families.  Future research in this area should try and 
recruit individuals who have experience with adoption specifically, or at least recruit a 
sufficient number of adoptive parents to test for differences between these two 
populations. Future studies that are recruiting from various diverse populations should 
investigate these distinctions further. 
Additionally, this study employed only two types of transracial families, with 
Black or Asian children. The decision to focus on Black and Asian children in this study 
was due to the fact that these populations of children are widely studied in adoption 
literature and face stigmatization for both their racial minority status and adoptive status 
(Raleigh, 2012; Vashchenko, D’Aleo, & Pinderhughes, 2012). Studying multiple 
minority populations of children was too broad for this project alone. Future studies, 
however, should consider studying other populations of adopted children (i.e., Native 
American children or Hispanic children) to find attitudinal differences between these 
children and all-White children. 
Another limitation is the order of tasks. Participants always completed the IAT 
first. This limitation lies in the fact that viewing pictures of the all-White and transracial 
families beforehand could have hinted to the study’s true purpose of measuring attitudes 
toward race and adoption practices. This order was chosen, however, as researchers 
believed that if participants had been given the explicit measures first, then there would 
have been an even greater chance of the study’s purposes being revealed. Future research 
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might try delivering implicit and explicit measures in a more disguised manner (e.g., by 
spacing them apart in time) so that this does not occur.  
Finally, the way in which implicit and explicit scores are interpreted could be a 
potential limitation. The IAT D-score contains information on participants responding on 
four types of trials (TRA-good; TRA-bad; same race-good; same race-bad) and are 
automatically calculated by the Shiny app. By standardizing explicit scores into various 
liking indices, I sought to make these two types of measurements equal in their 
interpretation so that both would be interpreted like D-scores (where 0 indicates no bias, 
and any number above or below 0 indicates bias for either the all-White or the transracial 
families). Additionally, this also means that favorability for one group and derogation for 
the opposite group are not distinguished in both D and explicit indices. Yet this practice 
is standard in the implicit attitudes research, and I opted to follow it for the ease of 
comparison between outcomes on explicit and implicit measures and interpretation.  
Conclusion  
Overall, these results show that individuals held predominantly pro-White 
attitudes when it came to how they viewed adoption and adoptive families, which not 
only supported a majority of our predictions, but also fell directly in line with previous 
literature on this topic (e.g., Katz & Doyle, 2013; Tinkler & Horne, 2011). These findings 
both support and extend on the reality that minority children – particularly those who 
have been adopted – continue to face negative attitudes from those around them simply 
because of their race. While attitudes toward these adopted children were more favorable 
on explicit than implicit measures, the fact remains that implicit attitudes – which are 
arguably more deep-rooted, as well as harder to recognize and change – were much more 
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approving of the all-White families. It is important to understand how these attitudes 
operate, on both an implicit and explicit level, as these attitudes will not only influence 
how we treat adoptive children and their families, but how adoption policy will ultimately 
be shaped, and perhaps most importantly, the environment in which these children will 




Table 1  
Demographics Table 
    
Demographic 
Characteristics  
N  % N Missing 
Responses 
    
Gender   0 
Male 57 35.2%  
Female  105 64.8%  
Other  0 0%  
 
Race/Ethnicity  
   
0 






Hispanic 5 3.1%  













Multiracial 3 1.6%  
Other  0 0%  
 
Education  
   
1 





HS diploma/GED 56 34.6%  
  Associate’s  42 25.9%  
Bachelor’s 50 30.9%  
Post-Grad/Professional 13 8.0%  
 
Level of Religiosity  
   
2 
1-3 “Least Religious” 59 (composite) 36.5%  
4 “Neutral 13 8.0%  
5-7 “Most religious”  88 (composite) 54.3% 
 
 




Table 1 (continued) 
Demographic 
Characteristics  
N  % N Missing 
Responses 
    
Religious Affiliation   1 
Catholic 33 20.4%  
Baptist 38 23.5%  
Protestant 13 8.0%  
Christian (Other) 31 19.1%  
Jewish 1 0,6^  
Muslim 0 0%  
Buddhist  3 1.9%  
Unitarian 1 0.6%  
Hindu 0 0%  
Atheist  16 9.9%  
Agnostic  12 7.4%  
No Religion  11 6.8%  
Other 2 1.2%  
 
Current Parent 
   
1 
Yes 58 35.8%  
                               No 103 63.6%  
 
Future Parent  
   
27 
Yes 111 68.5%  
                               No 24 14.8%  
 
Ever Adopt  
   
0 
Yes 7 4.3%  
                               No 155 95.7%  
 
Future Adopt  
   
11 
Yes 111 68.5%  
                               No 40 24.7% 
 
 
    
Demographic 
Characteristics  
N  % N Missing 
Responses 
    
Adopt Self    2 
Yes 11 6.8%  









Adoption Experience  
   
2 
Yes  24 14.8%  
                                 No  136 84.0%  
 
Positive Experience  
   
25 
Yes  36 22.2%  
                                  No 85 52.5%  






Family Adopt  
   
1 
Yes 
                                 No    










Table 2  
Means, Standard Deviations, and Reliabilities for all Dependent Measures  














α = .83 
Global Index 0.02 0.73 α = .96 
Liking Index -0.05 0.73 α = .92 
Attractiveness Index 0.05 0.76 α = .88 
Catalogue Index 0.08 0.91 α = .88 
Adoption Attitudes 1.78 0.94 α = .96 
Race Matching 2.68 0.46 α = .71 
Intrinsic/Extrinsic Religiosity 3.42 1.33 α = .89 
Intrinsic Subscale 3.76 1.54 α = .83 
Extrinsic Subscale 3.01 1.43 α = .84 






Table 3  
Intercorrelations Between all Dependent Measures and Demographic Variables 
                                                  
Measure   1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  12  13  14  15  16  17  18  19  20  21  22  23  24  
1. D-scores  1                                                
2. Global Index  .048  1                                              
3. Liking Index  .467  .882**  1                                            
4. Attractiveness 
       Index  
.034  .917**  .727**  1                                          
5. Catalogue  
               Index  
.041  .926**  .707**  .783**  1                                        
6. Adoption 
       Attitudes  
-.065  .405**  .400**  .268**  .428**  1                                      
7. Race  
              Matching  
-.044  .176*  .112  .111  .240**  .545**
  
1                                    
8. Intrinsic  
              Subscale  
-.038  -.025  .022  -.068  -.023  .069  .074  1                                  
9. Extrinsic  
              Subscale  
-.048  .009  .064  -.042  .005  .253**
  
.108  .613**  1                                
10. Quest  -.107  -.007  .001  -.020  -.001  .167*  .001  -.031  .319**  1                              









Table 3 (continued) 
                                                  
Measure   1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  12  13  14  15  16  17  18  19  20  21  22  23  24  
11. Gender  -.107  -.134  -.114  -.115  -.133  -.241**  .016  .309**  .158*  -.078  1                            
12. Age  .095  .112  .097  .081  .123  .149  -.010  -.024  -.130  -.090  -.083  1                          
13. Race/Ethnicity  -.248**  -.316**  -.252**  -.306**  -.299**  -.051  .122  .052  .009  -.146  .231**  -.103  1                        
14. Education Level  .095  -.013  .060  -.029  -.055  .291**  .070  -.146  .095  .158  -.250**  .366**  .009  1                      
15. Religion Level  -.051  .088  .117  .045  .081  .221**  .112  .703**  .667**  .223**  .236**  -.073  .003  -.026  1                    
16. Religious 
              Affiliation  
-.015  -.167*  -.217**  -.116  -.128  -.207**  -.120  -.393**  -.584**  -.276**  -.034  .210**  .062  -.086  -.671**  1                  
17. Parent  -.073  -.148  -.155*  -.122  -.128  -.335**  -.052  -.122  -.173*  -.143  .121  -.646**  .152  -.379**  -.152  .054  1                
18. Future Parent  .030  .039  .061  .062  -.011  .111  .032  -.164  -.225**  -.059  -.108  .349**  .042  .323**  -.212*  .199*  -.140  1              
19. Ever Adopt  -.061  -.048  -.057  .005  -.073  
  
-.217**  -.076  .059  .098  -.077  .034  -.206**  .112  -.128  -.035  -.024  .221**  -.011  1            
20. Future Adopt  -.022  .139  .148  .062  .163*  .308**  .138  -.170*  -.123  .000  -.142  .312**  -.001  .355**  -.158  .109  -.181*  .641**  -.032  1          
21. Adopt Self  -.027  .106  .061  .162*  .071  -.156  -.004  -.064  -.149  -.208*  .011  -.176*  .053  -.145  -.149  .053  .261**  .125  .425**  -.020  1        
22. Adoption 
              Experience  
.121  -.039  .007  -.017  -.086  -.204*  -.100  -.095  -.171*  -.202*  -.051  -.106  .075  -.084  -.245**  .189*  .161*  .143  .509**  .091  .439**  1      
23. Positive 
              Experience   
-.209*  -.238**  -.256**  -.182*  -.216*  -.172*  -.125  -.098  -.316**  -.189*  .009  -.090  .038  -.196*  -.143  .293**  .164  -.021  .031  -.047  .049  .232**  1    
24. Family Adopt  .744  .073  .103  .045  .054  -.007  .127  -.084  -.055  .003  -.048  .073  .156*  .103  -.107  .078  -.050  .158  .318**  .192*  .140  .327**  -.024  1  







Table 4  
Regression Table for Intrinsic, Extrinsic, and Intrinsic/Extrinsic Interaction Predictors  
 
 


















        
D-scores  0.122  3, 149  0.947  0.003  -0.018  0.003  One outlier 
variable present   
Global Index Overall  0.076  3, 149  0.973  0.002  -0.019  0.002  Normality of 
residuals violated 




present   
Global Liking Index  0.219  3, 149  0.883  0.004  -0.016  0.004  Normality of 
residuals violated 











Table 4 (continued) 
Global Attractiveness 
Index  








were present   
Global Catalogue Index  
 
  
0.036  3, 149  0.991  0.001  -0.020  0.001  Normality of 
residuals violated 
with high 
kurtosis value;  
multiple outliers 
present   
        
 















with slightly high 
kurtosis and 







Table 4 (continued) 
Race-Matching Scale   0.591  3, 143  0.622  0.012  -0.009  0.012  One outlier was present   
Quest Scale   12.404  3, 141  < .001**  0.212  0.195  0.212  No violations present   
 
Note. Predictors Entered: Intrinsic Religiosity scores, Extrinsic Religiosity scores, Intrinsic/Extrinsic Interaction   
* indicates p < .05, ** indicates p < .001, two tailed
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APPENDIX A – PICTORIAL STIMULI 
Example images of same-race and transracial families from the Implicit 
Association Task 
 
Figure A1. – All-White Family  
 






Figure A3. – All-White Family 
 






Figure A5. – TRA Family with Black Child     
 
 




Figure A7. – TRA Family with Black Child  
 
 







Figure A9. – TRA Family with Asian Child  
 
 




Figure A11. – TRA Family with Asian Child 
 
 




APPENDIX B – EXPLICIT LIKING TASK  
Items from Explicit Liking Task 
 
1. How much do you like this family? 
1               2               3               4               5 
Not at all       Very Much                 
 
2. In your opinion, how attractive is this family? 
1               2               3               4               5                               
Not at all            Very Much  
 
3. How highly would you recommend this family to be models for a catalogue?  
1               2               3               4               5     




APPENDIX C – ATTITUDES TOWARD TRANSRACIAL ADOPTION SCALE 
Items from Explicit Measures 
 
Attitudes Toward Transracial Adoption Scale (Whatley, 2002), adapted from a 7 point 
scale to a 5 point scale for this study’s purposes.   
 
1               2               3               4               5                              
Strongly       Strongly 
Disagree       Agree 
 
_____ 1.    Transracial adoption can interfere with a child’s well-being. 
_____ 2.    Transracial adoption should not be allowed. 
_____ 3.    I would never adopt a child of another race. 
_____ 4.    I think that transracial adoption is unfair to the children. 
_____ 5.    I believe that adopting parents should adopt a child within their own race.2 
_____ 6.    Only same race couples should be allowed to adopt. 
_____ 7.    Biracial couples are not well prepared to raise children. 
_____ 8.    Transracially adopted children need to choose one culture over another. 
_____ 9.    Transracially adopted children feel as though they are not part of the family. 
_____ 10.    Transracial adoption should only occur between certain races. 
_____ 11.    I am against transracial adoption. 
_____ 12.    A person has to be desperate to adopt a child of another race. 
_____ 13.    Children adopted by parents of a different race have more difficulty 
developing socially than children adopted by foster parents of the same race. 
_____ 14.    Multi-racial families do not get along well. 




2 Please see footnote in Methods section about item #5  
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APPENDIX D – RACE MATCHING SCALE (BLACK CHILD CONDITION) 
Kirton’s (1999) original scale regarding the racial matching of Black children in 
Adoption. Items marked with an asterisk have been reverse-scored. Anchor points have 
been reversed for this study’s purposes. 
 
1               2               3               4               5 
Strongly       Strongly 
Disagree       Agree 
 
 
1 Children should always be placed with a family of the same ethnic background.  
2* Transracial adoption is preferable to waiting months or even years for an ethnically 
matching placement.  
3 Children of mixed parentage should be placed with black families if no matching (i.e. 
racially mixed) family is available.  
4* Race/colour should not play any part in the choice of adoptive parents.  
5 Black families will be better placed to foster a black child’s sense of racial identity.  
6 You need to experience racism yourself to help a child cope with it. 
7 Access to one’s culture of origin is extremely important.  
8* Transracial adoption helps to promote racial integration and harmony in society, while 
same race policies separate and divide people.  
9 A residential placement in a multiracial area and with black workers would be 
preferable to transracial adoption in an all-white area.  
10* For children of mixed parentage, issues of white identity and culture are just as 
important as black identity and culture.  
11* ‘Cultures’ and ‘racial identities’ are changing so fast, and are so difficult to define, 
that it doesn’t make sense to give much weight to them in adoption.  
12* Same race policies can lead to approving adopters just because they are black.  
13 It is only same race policies which make agencies work hard to recruit black and 
minority ethnic adopters.  
14 Same race placement policies counter negative views of black families and black 
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communities and so strengthen them.  
15* Opposition to transracial adoption is mainly based on political correctness.  





APPENDIX E – RACE MATCHING SCALE (ASIAN CHILD CONDITION) 
Kirton’s (1999) original scale adapted for the condition specific to racial matching 
with Asian children in adoption. Items marked with an asterisk have been reverse-scored 
and items denoted with a “†” symbol have specifically been adapted for this proposal’s 
purposes. Anchor points have also been reverse-scored for this study’s purposes. 
 
1               2               3               4               5 
Strongly          Strongly 
Disagree             Agree 
 
 
1 Children should always be placed with a family of the same ethnic background.  
2* Transracial adoption is preferable to waiting months or even years for an ethnically 
matching placement.  
3† Asian children of mixed parentage should be placed with Asian families if no 
matching (i.e. racially mixed) family is available.  
4* Race/colour should not play any part in the choice of adoptive parents.  
5† Asian families will be better placed to foster an Asian child’s sense of racial identity.  
6 You need to experience racism yourself to help a child cope with it. 
7 Access to one’s culture of origin is extremely important.  
8* Transracial adoption helps to promote racial integration and harmony in society, while 
same race policies separate and divide people.  
9†A residential placement in a multiracial area and with Asian workers would be 
preferable to transracial adoption in an all-white area.  
10†* For Asian children of mixed parentage, issues of white identity and culture are just 
as important as Asian identity and culture.  
11* ‘Cultures’ and ‘racial identities’ are changing so fast, and are so difficult to define, 
that it doesn’t make sense to give much weight to them in adoption.  
12†* Same race policies can lead to approving adopters just because they are Asian.  
13† It is only same race policies which make agencies work hard to recruit Asian and 
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minority ethnic adopters.  
14† Same race placement policies counter negative views of Asian families and Asian 
communities and so strengthen them.  
15* Opposition to transracial adoption is mainly based on political correctness.  









APPENDIX F – I/E REVISED AND SINGLE ITEM SCALES 
Intrinsic/Extrinsic Items from Gorsuch & McPherson’s (1989) Intrinsic/Extrinsic 
Measurement: I/E-Revised and Single-Item Scales. Items marked with an asterisk have 
been reverse-scored. 
 
                  1               2               3               4               5 
       Strongly Disagree      Strongly Agree 
      
        
I 1. I enjoy reading about my religion.  
Es 2. I go to church because it helps me to make friends.  
I* 3. It doesn't much matter what I believe so long as I am good. reversed  
I 4. It is important to me to spend time in private thought and prayer.  
I 5. I have often had a strong sense of God's presence.  
Ep 6. I pray mainly to gain relief and protection.  
I 7. I try hard to live all my life according to my religious beliefs. 
Epb 8. What religion offers me most is comfort in times of trouble and sorrow.  
Ep 9. Prayer is for peace and happiness.  
I* 10. Although I am religious, I don't let it affect my daily life. reversed  
Es 11. I go to church mostly to spend time with my friends.  
I 12. My whole approach to life is based on my religion.  
Esb 13. I go to church mainly because I enjoy seeing people I know there.  




APPENDIX G – QUEST SCALE 
Baston’s (1991) 12-item Quest Religious Orientation Scale (Revised Version), 
adapted from a 9 point scale to a 5 point scale for study purposes. Items with an asterisk 
have been reverse-scored. 
 
1               2               3               4               5                                                
 
Strongly      Strongly 
Disagree      Agree 
 
1. I was not very interested in religion until I began to ask questions about the meaning 
and purpose of my life  
2. I have been driven to ask religious questions out of a growing awareness of the 
tensions in my world and in my relation to my world.  
3. My life experiences have led me to rethink my religious convictions.  
4. God wasn’t very important to me until I began to ask questions about the meaning 
of my own life.  
5. Doubt It might be said that I value my religious doubts and uncertainties.  
6. For me, doubting is an important part of what it means to be religious.  
7. *I find religious doubts upsetting   
8. Questions are more central to my religious experience than are answers.  
9. As I grow and change, I expect my religion also to grow and change.  
10. I am constantly questioning my religious beliefs.  
11. *I do not expect my religious convictions to change in the next few years  
12. There are many religious issues on which my views are still changing.   
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APPENDIX H – DEMOGRAPHICS 
Demographics Questionnaire 
 
1. What is your gender?        ___Male  ___Female  ___Other  
2. What is your age? ___________ 
3. What is your race/ethnicity?  
___ White 
___ Black or African American 
___ Hispanic 
___ Asian 
___ American Indian or Alaska Native 
___Multiracial  
___ Other (please specify) ________________________ 
4. What is your level of education?  
___No high school diploma/GED 
___High school diploma/GED 
___Associate degree  
___Bachelor’s degree 
___Postgraduate or professional degree 
5. How religious are you?  
1 (Not religious at all) 2 3 4 5 6 7 (Very religious) 














___ No religion 
___Other  
7. Are you currently a parent? 
____Yes ___No 
8. If you are not a parent, would you consider parenting in the future? 
____Yes ___No 
9. Have you ever adopted any children? 
____Yes ___No 
10. If not, would you ever consider adopting a child/children? 
____Yes ___No 




12. Do you have any experience with the adoption process? 
____Yes ___No 




APPENDIX I – IAT SCORING ALGORITHM 
Modern IAT Scoring based on based on the Greenwald et al. (2003) scoring 
algorithm, using the Shiny App from https://iatgen.wordpress.com/about-iat/ 
  
1. Shiny App uses all 4 combined blocks (#3, #4, #6, & #7) from 
critical blocks and practice  
2. Automatically scores trials as missing if they are over 10,000 ms 
(too slow) or when more than 10% of trials were faster than 300 
ms (too fast) 
3. Calculates average speed of participants from original critical 
blocks (B4 and B7) as well as original practice blocks (B3 and 
B6) 
4. Divides the difference scores by a pooled SD score for each pair 
of blocks, producing two D-score measures 
5. These measures are then averaged, yielding the D-score  
 
 
Note. The IAT assumes participants were forced to correct errors (i.e. no error penalty; 
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